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oo Meas Ms. Cliffords s 








fe ea Your letter of March 24, 1976, has been reviewed with 
oo Hamos Lehrer. . E 3 R ae ee 
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ern FT am enclosing an extra copy of this letter and ask that”, 
you forward it to .Chuck-LaVque of the DIR oo peneeceure enentrnenaisrnet namie ne at 


: nagma, Portti Winnie 
ee ce ad tr, 
pw ai 
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Quite frankly, previous to your letter, Mr. Lehrer and 
rod discussed a forfeiture stipulation, from approximately $500 


E =) 1,000.00. 
Po 0 The Order was entered 8/7/74. Our conference, wherein we 


Oon awrvived at the memorandum of understanding, was 8/12/75, approximately —— 
Coo %4e year later. ge or re Cr a Oe 









oo... While some of the alleged non-compliance factors of the 
Onder may have been in violation, they are not of the pollution type 
7c. For instance, the incinerator and wood waste and salvageable | 
oo waterlal areas were old land fill sites, and Mr. Lehrer did not have 
~~. anough man power or time to cover over the old incinerator ravine areas, 
ca amg the market for salvageable metal materials was prohibitive at the 
time. At our conference of 8/12/75, the sandwich method of covering 
was worked out, to the agreement of all parties. Due to the type of 
waste, being from the County shredder and mill Sludge etc., it is | 
apparent that the DNR agreed that daily coverage under a general 
-J icense was not appropriate. Therefore, it would be similar under 
he order of 8/7/74. Also, the Department was aware that Mr. Lehrer 
¿ovas in the process of preparing engineering. studies and engineering plans, 
Oeing submitted to the DNR, and parts of the Order or alleged violations . 
were ineoxporated therein. 7 7 ns | TOENE oe ue 
| Linda, I would like to point out an additional fact to you 
and the DNR. The Gutagamie County shredder came into existence, and 
she County had no land fill site to dispose of the shredded material. 
While Mr. Lehrer may have received a pecuniary profit for a period of | 
“ime, he also gave an additional service to the County. Secondly, all 
parties would agree that waste disposal is a necessity. I have made 
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vou aware of the fact that Mr. Lehrer is involved in a private 

nuisance suit with a neighbor to the North of the present land 

Fi1). site This is scheduled for trial in June, 1976. The basis | 

of tie nuisance is one of the screening requirements, being the 

berm. There are other neighbors on this same street that were part 

o£ the petitioners to the DNR, and the City of Kaukauna, reference 
“he ravine area being filled in, the berm, and general waste disposal 


-as xeducing property values. Mr. Lehrer is in the untenuous position 


vË not being able to settle this first suit, as each neighbor would - 

“hereafter commence suit. If these neighbors now find that Mr. 

sehrer pays a high forfeiture to the DNR and State, even though 
admissible as evidence, it will be a factor bringing forth other 


Law saits. 


T would also like to point out that we met with you on 
8/12/75 and entered into the memorandum of understanding. We have 
also produced the engineering studies necessary and have brought the 


order to full compliance.. This should be a mitigating factor in Mre. 


Lehrer's favor. 


T would have no objection to meeting with you and Chuck 
Savqne to discuss the forfeiture. However, I did want to put our 


position into writing, and ask that serious consideration be given 


to reduction of the forfeiture. I would strongly urge Mr. Lehrer 
=O py ae $750.00 forfeiture. Ese | pa 


L am sertain that Mx o Lehrer will not violate any ‘pedex of- 
tae DNR in the future, based upon the pressure of this law suit, the 
private nuisance law suits and the fact that he is incurring burdensome 


Lega. fees in defense of this landfill operations. 


After you "have discussed this matter with Chuck ee I 
srowld appreciate a cats so that we may further determine wee aia al 
Pr Ha à ae : ; 





ees Charlies J. Wartzheim 
Son / a ts 


do: .- Mr. Chuck LaVque 


